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 APPEAL from a judgment of the Superior Court of San Diego County, Francisco 

P. Marty, Jr., Commissioner.  Affirmed. 

 

 Aniece Jemal entered a negotiated guilty plea to possession of methamphetamine 

(Health & Saf. Code, § 11377, subd. (a)).  The court suspended imposition of sentence 

and placed Jemal on three years' formal probation pursuant to Proposition 36 (Pen. Code, 

§ 1210 et seq.)  On two different occasions, Jemal failed to report to orientation for his 

drug program and his probation was summarily revoked. 



2 

 

 Subsequently, Jemal's parole in another case was revoked and he was sent to 

prison.  After his release from prison, Jemal admitted violating the terms of his Penal 

Code section 1210 probation by failing to report to his drug program for orientation and 

by suffering a new arrest.  The trial court sentenced Jemal to the mid-term of two years 

for possession of methamphetamine. 

FACTS 

 On August 1, 2007, Jemal, who was on parole, was contacted by police, who 

found .16 grams of methamphetamine in his shoe.  

DISCUSSION 

 Appointed appellate counsel has filed a brief summarizing the facts and 

proceedings below.  Counsel presents no argument for reversal, but asks this court to 

review the record for error as mandated by People v. Wende (1979) 25 Cal.3d 436. 

Pursuant to Anders v. California (1967) 386 U.S. 738, counsel refers to as possible but 

not arguable issues: (1) whether the trial court should have sentenced Jemal to a term 

concurrent with the time he served on the parole violation; and (2) whether Jemal should 

have received credits for the time he spent in custody on the parole violation. 

 We granted Jemal permission to file a brief on his own behalf.  He has not 

responded. 

 A review of the record pursuant to People v. Wende, supra, 25 Cal.3d 436, and 

Anders v. California, supra, 386 U.S. 738, including the possible issues referred to by 

appellate counsel, has disclosed no reasonably arguable appellate issues.  Jemal has been 

adequately represented by counsel on this appeal. 
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DISPOSITION 

Judgment affirmed. 

 

 

      

IRION, J. 

 

WE CONCUR: 

 

 

  

 McDONALD, Acting P. J. 

 

 

  

 O'ROURKE, J. 

 


